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November 2, 1995

Wil l ian Radzevich
Remedial Project Manager
Engineering Fie1d Activity, West
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno,  CA 94066-5006

RE: Draft Record of Decision. Parcel A, Hunters Point Annex

Dear Mr. Radzevich:

EPA has reviewed the Draft Record of Decision for Parce1 A,
Hunters Point Annex. our comments are presented directly on the
enclosed pages of the draft document or below.

EPA comments primarily focus on three areas: 1) Lack of
incorporation of a few of the comments made by EPA on the
preliminary draft ROD (EPA letter to Navy dated September 25, L995r.
and 2l New Comments on the draft ROD, and 3) the Responsiveness
Summary. AIso, since the RWQCB is a signatory to the FFA, it is
appropriate that they be included in the concurrence block of
signatures on page 3 of the RoD declaration statement.

EPA Comments on the Preliminary Draft ROD not Addressed in the
Draft ROD:

o Please note that the Navy need not include so much detail in
the declaration statement. P1ease review exhibit 9-2 of EPA
guidance on preparing decision docunent,s (copy enclosed in EPA
letter to Navy of Septenber 25, 1995)

o Scope and RoIe of the Operable Unit. This section needs to be
redrafted. Please see EPA's original comments (copy
enclosed. ) Also why were the FFA dates removed? This
section is designed to discuss Parcel A in terms of how it
f i ts in with the overal l  project organization, strategy and
schedule.

New Comments:

o Please ensure that for both the SI and RI site deseriptions
when the text states rrin sunmary' no further action is
necessary. .  .  rr we brief ly add on rrbecause. . .  .  rr to clearly
explain and summarize why nothing further is required.

For example, Page g, sunmary paragraph for section 2.2.2'
please add the reasons wlry no further investigation or action
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was required for the SI sites. That is, briefly state that 1)
nothing found, or 2) contamination below levels of concern or
where above, investigation by excavation was performed thereby
removing contamination to ensure residuals at protective
levels.

I have made sinilar cornments directly on the enclosed draft
ROD pages for your convenience.'

o Page 2L, Navy should include language in Section 2.7 to
explain why no further action is appropriate. Many readers
may only review this section of the ROD. This section should
describe the alternative and tie the whole story together.
This section should reiterate that excavation by investigation
occurred, residuals soils at protective levels, no pathway for
groundwater, etc.

In addition, the Navy should consider adding language
regarding deed notification to the rrDescription of the No
Action Alternativerr section of the ROD. The navy coufd state
that in response to comment,s received from the State, the navy
is currently working to develop }anguage regarding a deed
notification for motor oil in Parcel A groundwater and that
this langruage will be formalized before the conclusion of the
real estite transfer process for Parcel A. Since the issue is
discussed in the responsiveness sunmary, it is appropriate to
briefly mention its resolution in the body of the ROD.

Responsiveness Summary :

Where possible, always try to concisely answer a question or
commenl right off the bat. If the Navy can first respond with
a yes or no and then proceed with a more detailed
explanation, the responses will be more clear and better
releived. EPA is happy to provide assistance in rewriting
some of these responses. Please feel free to contact me.

EPArs toxicotogy staff has reviewed the responsiveness summary
cmments and responses that deal with the Parcel A rislc
assessment approiches and confirmed that they are consistent
with those presented in the remedial investigation report.

However, the responses should be revised to more directly
answer the questions/comments. For example, the ARC Ecology
response #t on page A-6 should include discussion of the
CERbLA 120(h) (f) requirement that the Federal government wiII
accept responsibitity for any future discoveries of waste
known to have been on the site before transfer. This response
should further clarify that despite this covenant, the Navy
has determined that all known contamination on Parcel A has
been investigated and addressed as appropriate and that onsite
conditions today at Parcel A are protective of human health
and the environment.

o
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Another example would be the response to Ms Brownell's comnent
#3 on page A-12. The f irst paragraph of this response can be
deleted as the second paragraph contains all of the same
pertinent information and presents it in a more direct
fashion.

Page A-2, l ine 2. rrTherefore, the report was not f inal ized.n
This statement is confusing, because it is not apparent
whether rrthe reportrr refers to the Parcel A RI/FS or Just the
f'S. Please specify that the FS was deleted and the Parcel A
RI was f inal ized and hrhy.

Page A-3, paragraph 5, The response to the issue nDid the
Navy adequately investigate Parcel A?rr should first state
rryssrr and then be expanded to include information on how it
Iras determined that, areas were suspected to be contaninated
and how buildings/areas with little or no information were
eliminated. The response should include references to where
additional information on each building or facility can be
found.

Page A-3, paragraph 7. The response to the issue rrCan the
Navy speed up the process of transferring the property at
HunLerJ Point Annex?rr does not answer the question raised.
The answer should include a nYesr or nNon in addition to an
explanation, As the response currently stands, the reader is
uncertain whether the Navy has tried to expedite the process,
will try to expedite the process, or is unable to speed up the
process.

o Pages A-9 and A-10. The last line on page A-9 is repeated at
the top of page A-10. Please correct this.

o Page A-13, paragtraphs 1 and 2. In the f irst paragraph, ia
cnitA consurnes iZ pounds of vegetable and 18 pounds or fruit
per year, rr while the second paragraph the text reads rra child
is assuured to consume...L2 pounds of fruits and 18 pounds of
vegetables. These statements contradict one another. Please
be consistent.

Should, you have any questions about these comments, please do
not  hes i ta te to  contact  me at  (415,  744-2409.

aire Trombadore
Remedial Project Manager

o

cc: Cyrus Shabahari,
Jin Sickles, PRC
Mike McClel land,
Karla Brasaemle

Cal/EPA

Navy

Sincerely,
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1.1

1.0 DECLAN,ATION FON, NO ACTION AT PAN,CEL A

SITE NAME AND DESCRIPTION

Hunters Point Annex, Parcel A
San Francisco, California

Hunters Point Annex (HPA) w'as deactivated and placed in industrial reserre in 1974. In 19E9, this

federd facility was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). In 1991, HPA was selected and

approved for closure under the Base Realignrrent and Closure (BRAC) progrirm.

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURFOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for Parcel A at HPA. The selected

remedy was chosen in accordance with the Compretrensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and

Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution

Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the administrative record for the site.

t.2

l 3

TheU.S.EnvironrnentaIProtectionAgency(EPA)*,tffi"F;.ctccJ/t.vfi
selected remedy.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELPCTH) REME)Y: NO ACTION

The U,S. Departurent of the Navy (Navy) and EPA Region IX have selec*ed no action for the

following sites u Parcel A of HPA:

IR-59: The groundwater underlying Pucel A

IR-59 Jerrold Avenue Investigation (JAI): The soil at a residential lot'on Jerrold
Avenue within Parcel A
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These sites are the only two sites at Parcel A that were carried through to tbe remedial investigation

(RI) stage. All other sites investigated at Parcel A were determined by the N.nry, EPA, and

Cal/EPA to require m action at the conclusion ofothe site inspection (SD stage of investigation. The

Navy's selection of no action for the RI sites r##r€tllffiC{h5*..,r', determination that the 
'X

overall condition of Parcel A is protective of human health and the environment.

T.4 DECLAR,ATION STATEMENT.,. r...-. \ O KJ 
, ̂ ,-'?Y,}.]"C 

.

rr'r.G,,\r - ,,t- 
::*nu;p

Based on an evduation of analytical data and other inforrration, the Navy has determined

remedid action is necssary to ensure the protection of human health aod thg"gny! at Parcel

A. EPA Region D( and the Cdifornia Environmental Protection Agency IEP with the

at Parcel A. The groundwater underlying Parcel A (IR-59) is not a potential source of drinking

water. The concentrations of semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC) and metals detected in

groundwater samples did not exceed EPA Region D( preliminary remediation goals (PRG). The only

other substance detected, motor oil, is a pdrolanm product specifically excluded from the definition

of 'hazardous substance" and "pollutant or contaminant" in Section 101 of CERCLA. Although the

State of California has authority to regulate the remediation of motor oil in groundwater, the State

@ncnrs that dre levels in groundwater do not require further investigation, remediation, or

groundwater monitoring (Cdifornia Regional Water Qudity Control Board, San Francisco Bay

Region IRWQCBI 1995b). The concentrations of hazardous substances in the soil at IR-59 JAI are

either within or below EPA's acceptable risk levels or, for metals, are at ambient levels. There are

no other sites in Parcel A that require investigation or remediation. Accordingly, befause hazardous

" . .l l '
,  . , "  LLL' '  

'

',;15';'-^nJ'u

1 - ; i r  f ' L
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substances ere not present at Parcel A at concentrations above acceptable risk levels, the S-year

review requirement of CERCLA Section t2l(c) does not apply.

Mr. Michael McCte[and
Navy BRAC Environmental Coordinaor
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Engineering

Field Activity West

Ms. Julie Anderson
Chief, Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
EPA Region D(

Mr. Anthony I. Landis
Chief of Operation, Office of Military Facilities
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Cal/EPA

rrftttB

Date

Date

Date
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2.1

2.0 DECISION ST.'MMAR,Y FOR PAR,CEL A

SITE NAME, IOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

HPA is located on a promontory in southeast San Francisco (Figure 1). The promontory is bounded
on the north and east by the San Francisco Bay and on the south and west by the Bayview-Hunters
Point district of the City of San Francisco. The entire HPA covers 936 acres, 493 of which are on
lard and 443 of which are under water. To facilitate the environmental investigation and remediation,
and ultimate transfer of the property, HPA was divided into several parcels @arcels A through F)
(Figure 2). This ROD addresses the remedy for sites at parcel A.

Parcel A is bounded by the other portions of HPA and the Bayview-Hunters Point district (Figure 3).
Parcel A covers approximately E8 acres. I and to the northwest of parcel A is used for residential
purposes. The other HPA parcels that bound Parcel A are currently undergoing investigation and
remediation for future redevelopment. Under the local reuse authority's land-use plan, those parcels
will ultirnately be usod primarily for commercial ard industrial purposes, whereas parcel A will be
used for residential as well as fog light commerciat purposes.

Parcel A consists of the upland area of HPA and a portion of the lowlands. Ground surface
elevations at Parcel A range ftom 0 to 18 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the lowlands to 180 feet
above msl at the ridge crest.

The peninsula forming HPA is within a northwest-trending belt of Franciscan bedrock. Bedrock is
present at the grourd surface over most of Parcel A. ln localized areas, the bedrock is overtain by
fill material.

No welands or surface waters are located at Parcel A. Limited quantities of groundwater are present

in localized fracares of the bedrock. However, Parcel A groundwater is not suitable as a potential

source of drinking water because of low well yield. Groundwater from the bedrock aquifer
discharges through springs ard seeps along parcel A slopes.
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No undergrourd storage tanls (UST), aboveground tanks, drums, or hazardous materials storage
areas are located at Parcel A. Sewer lines, storm drains, and steam lines located in parcel A were
included in the early investigations of the property, which found no furtlrer investigation was
required.

2.2

2.2.1

SITE HISTOR,Y

Background

Hunters Point was first developed for dry dock use in 1867. The Navy acquired title to the land in
l9z!0 and began developing the area for various shipyard activities. ln 1942, the Navy began using
HPA for shipbuilding, repair, and maintenance. From 1945 to 19i4, the shipyard was primarily used
as a repair facility by the Navy. The Navy discontinued activities at HPA in 1974. From 1976 to
1986, the Navy leased 98 percent of HPA, including all of Parcel A, to the Triple A Machine Shop
(triple A), a private ship repair company. In 1986, the Navy reoccupied the property. Currently,
portioni ofParcel A are subleased for use as artists'studios.

Throughout its history, both the Navy and Triple A used Parcel A primarily for residential purposes.

In addition, the Navy used one building on Parcel A as a radiation laboratory. Most of the other

structures were used as offices and warehouses. Currently, approximately 6l buildings are located on

the property, 45 of which are former residences. In addition, the foundations of 43 other structures

are located on Parcel A.

The Navy began environmental studies at HPA in 1984 under the U.S. Department of Defense's

Installation Restoration Program. Between 1984 and 1991, the Navy performed a series of

installation-wide investigations to identify potential source areas and to investigate air quality

(WESTEC Senrices, Inc. 1984; Aqua Terra Technologies tAfn 1987; EMCON Associates 1987;

Environmental Resources Management, West 1988; YEI Engineering, Inc. 1988a and 1988b; Harding

Lawson Associates IHLAI 1992; Brown & Caldwell 1995). In addition, the Navy conducted

investigations in discrete areas of Parcel A (HLA l9t7 and 1988; ATT 1987).



In 1989, EPA addd HPA to the NPL. In 1990, the Navy, EPA Region D(, and the State of

California entered into a Federal Facilities Agreement to coordinate environmentd activitie.s at HPA.

In 1991, the U.S. Deparment of Defense designated HPA for closure as an active military base under

its BRAC program.

222 Site Inspedion Activities at Parcel A

As the first phase in the CERCLA process, the Navy conducted a preliminary assessment/site

inspection (PA/SD of seven potential sourse areas identified during the Navy's previous

investigations. Sit+specifichistories of each of these areas, refered to as SI sites, areprovided

below.

o

Parkins medians in front of Building 901: The landscaped medians in front of Building 901,

the Officers' Club, were identified as a potentid source because the medians were filled in

part with sandblast waste and oily materids. The medians are referred to as site SI-19.

Buildings 816 and tl8: Building grO i, the former Naval Radiological D,efqnsq LabpratorJ , i.- il., - .ni",

(NRDL) High vottage Accelerator Laboratory. rhe NRDddipt#i1l,itl;;;:-i!f;r" 
-''r i'-* 

:""iJ'  ^ '
the presence of a former drum storage area behind Building 8tft the area was identified as a

pCItcntid source area. Building tl8 is the former Chlorinatine (Plant used for chlorinating

water. These buildings and the surrounding areas are designatdql site SI41.
i'i-arCL" L:-c-C crt +.-!--- r t-" ..)

i ,- ,1(iJ <: 'uh NiI)di-c fJidi l
Former Buildinq 906: Building 906, the Gardening Tool House, may havd been used to store :*)

pesticides. For this reason, the building was identified as a potential source area. It is

designated as site SI43.

Portiorc of the steam tine system within Parcel A: The steam line system, constructed in

1950, spans the entire instdlation. The system was used to supply steam to heat facility

buildings urd docked ships and to facilitate the flow of oit through oil lines. Steam for Parcel

A was generated at boiter ptants located on other parcels. The Navy identified the lines as a

potential source based on the remote possibility that waste oil was transported through the

Parcel A steam lines. The HPA-wide steam line system is designated as site SI45.



Portio4s of the storm drain and sanitary sewer systems within Parcel A: The storm drain and

sanitary sewer systems for HPA were constructd in the 194Os and 1950s as a combined

system. By 1976, the trpo systems had been separated. Currently, the storm drains at Parcel

A flow into storm drains at other parcels, eventually discharging into San Francisco Bay.

Flow from the sanitary sewer system is directed to Pump Station A, which pumps sewage off

site for treatment and ultimate discharge through the City of San Francisco's publiclyowned

reatment works. The HPA-wide system is referred to as site SI-50.

Locations of transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls: Buildings and areas

throughout HPA where transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) were located

are referred to as site SI-51. At Parcel A, a visual inspection conducted as part of the SI

identified one former transformer location near Building 819 and nine current transformer

locations.

Former underground storage tank 5-812: A steel UST installed in 1976 was used to store fuel

for a boiler located in Building tl3: It is unknown when the UST was taken out of service.

ln August 1991, the UST and its associated piping were excavated and removed from the site.

The former UST location is designated as site SI-77.

Upon completion of the SI in 1993 (PRC and HLA 1993), the Navy concluded that no further action

was required at the,Sl siteq. The EPA and Cal/EPA concurred that no action is required at these' n A
sites. 

Irt1f,^, cie.lc,t,^ i l"g c,.( cu l'rii L,'{-* -L> €- (- t:t '--=-t4*. F
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2.23 Reuredial Investigation Activities at Parcel A P{.]' f'l/tu
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Based on data collected during the SI investigation at site SI-50 (the storm drains and saniffi:?$El 
^'

systems), the Nn'y conducted an RI of the groundwater underlying Parcel A (refened to as the IR-59

site). During tie groundwater investigation, the Navy discovered sandblast grit waste containing

paint chips in the backfill of a sanitary sewer line in a lot along Jenold Avenue. As d result, the

Navy included this area (referred to as the IR-59 JAI site) in the RI. The resuls of the RI are

presented in Section 2.5.

l0



2.3 IIIGHLIGHTS OF COMMTJNITY PAR,TICIPATION

In the late 198(h, the Navy formed a technical review committee CfRq consisting of community

members and representatives of regulatory agencies. The TRC met to discuss environmental issues

pertaining to HPA. ln 1993, pursuant to the Defense Environmental Restoration Program, l0 U.S.C.

Section 2705(d), the Navy formed a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), which replaced the TRC.

The RAB is composed of members of the community, the Navy, and the regulatory agencies. The

RAB meets monthly to discuss environmental progress at HPA.

The draft RI repon for Parcel A was released to the public in lune 1995. The proposed plan for

Parcel A was released to the public in August 1995. Both the draft RI report and the proposed plan

were made available to the public in the administrative record file and in information repositories

located at the City of San Francisco Main Library and the Anna E. Waden Branch Library. In

addition, the proposed plan was mailed to the more than 1,100 people on the HPA project mailing

list. A notice of availability of the proposed plan was published in Ttu San Francisco Swday

F-xnnircr/Chronicle on August UilPii.l 
rpnar*ndent 

on August 15, 195; and in Ttw New

Bayview on August 20, 1995. Afnubtic conifnent period on the proposed plan was held from August

7,1995, through September 5, 1995. A public meeting was held on August 22, 1995. At that

meeting, representatives of the Navy presented the basis for the proposed no action dternative and

were available to answer questions about the proposed plan. A response to the comments received at

the public meeting and during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness

Summary, which is Appendix A of this ROD. These community participation activities fulfill the

requirements of Section 113(k)(2XBXi-v) and Section 117(a)(2) of CERCLA

--,r j-'

2.4 SCOPE AIYD R,OLE OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
..I-U{'..O'.N , ,^ O 'J
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HPA is a large federal facility containing numerous potential source areas. To facilitaie the *4t-*'t On 
"'

investigation, remodiation, and property transfer process under BRAC, sites on HPA have been ( \-4.L-

grouped ino geographical parcels. C.. ,^, c'f' +tt

i o'"1;"t'ur'r()-
In addition to Pucel A, five other parcels have been designated and are undergot"r.,:::r:::j 
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activities. The Navy's site management strategy is tq accelerate actions at sites while identi$ing and .
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1.0 DECLARATION FOR NO ACTION AT PARCEL A

SITE NAME AND DESCRIPTION

Engineering Field Activity West (EFA WEST)
Hunters Point Annex, Parcel A
San Francisco, California

tA-*.*'*#ei-@"J**"G,+"erspointAnnex(rrpA)was
deactivated and placed in industrial reserve in 974ilnttb9t, iip.l was selected and approved for

closure under the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program.

t.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND P{.'RPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for Parcel A at the HPA in San

Francisco, California, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund

Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, the National Oil and Hazardous

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCp).

This decision is based on the administrative record for the site. The administrative record index is

Attachment A of this Record of Decision (ROD).

u1 dL-+1N- Vn i te d- Slcr/r..s €n v i r o,- tnt *-r+cL!- Protec +( oh
Aau-,cq Ctrs E;PA )

The State of California,.oncuy'*ith the selected remedy. 
"U - - 

C "*- 
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13 DESCRIPTION OF TIIE SELECTED REMEDY ' N O AtrIO NJ

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) and the U.S. Environmental Protecion Agency (EPA)

Region D( have selected no action for the following sites at parcel A of HpA:

IR-59: The groundwater underlying Parcel A



These sites are the only two sites.at Parcel A that were carried through to the remedial investigationdelei<qtnad

(Rr) stage. Att of'lgtr si*es inues*t@e(Lon bycelfrcow.'Gie 'st 
-

-W re.CVr^ r<- n o{U-tA(VJ- OJ-fr O"n a* U.\r, eott-ltt?ion a€'1'1,'Q- ST
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+"Fo€ @*'t "es{r'gzhion$,

Based on an evaluation of analyticd data and other i
I

the NaWSPA Region D(, and the

IR-59 lenold Avenue Investigation (IAI): The soil at a residential lot on lerrold

Avenue within Parcel A

Cdifornia Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) )avq remedial

rn health -06-*nuironment at Parcel

this ROD selects the final remedy for sites IR-59 and IR-59 ,AI at Parcel A. The groundwater

underlying Parcel A 0R-59) is not a potential source of drinking water. mfr?#?Miftlf,iffiii.
mmpounds (SOC) and metals detected in groundwater sarnples wererr Xc-gg&

't€*orEPA Region tX preliminary remediation goals (PRG). The only otttei irbs:u"'ci Oetiiea,

motor oil, is a petroleum product specifically excluded from the definition of "hazardous substance"

and 'pollutant or contaminant" in Section l0l of CERCLA. {

Although the State of

California has authority to regulate the remediation of motor oil in groundwater, the State concurs

that the levels in groundwater do not require further investigation, remediation, or groundwater ,
monitoring EWQCB l95b). The concentrations of hazardous substances in the soil at IR-59 JAI are

either within or below EPA's acceptable risk levels or, for metals, are at background levels. There

5par-+arr, l'g.<-7' U .epr,4," d
Ytag* t'\,-&('e-"" l9iwcl-I-t-p- e-x 
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u" no other sites on Parcel A that require investigation or remediation. Accordingly, because

] nazarOous substances are not preseot at Parcel A at concentrations above acceptable risk levels, the 5-
, -

Ly* review requirement of CERCLA Section 121(c) does not apply.

(Name)
$itle)
Navy EFA WEST

Date

(Name)
clitle)
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Cal/EPA

Date

Ms. #elieia:l'{rec6.



2.0 DECISION ST'MMARY FOR PARCEL A

2.1 srTE NAME, LOCATTON, AND DESCRIPTION

HPA is located on a promontory in southeast San Francisco (see Figure l). The promontory is

bounded on the north and east by the San Francisco Bay and on the south and west by the Bayview-

Ilunters Point district of the City of San Francisco. The entire HPA covers 936 acres, 493 of which

are on land and 443 of which are under *.S.*&8:l1l*,a$;X*8ry:,g.investieation and

remediation, and C+inate transfer of the propert{, HPA fras divided into Parcels A through F (see

Figure 2). This ROD addresses the remedy for sites at Parcel A.

9 iwu'ernctkz--2cu'e ftt&&!-* zlan&b o<*t - S1^o40L iT gr Sot*'e*Li "r,
Parcel A is bounded by ttre other portions of HPA and ttre Bayview-Hunters Point distri$ (see Figure

3). Parcel A covers approximately 88 acres. Land use adjacent to Parcel A is residential or, in the

ffi"j"[:":':ff ffi3i']S'f'ry#"41;,]i;;riil,,T1-,[ff primari,yror
commercial and industrial purposes. 
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Parcel A consists of the upland area of HPA and a portion of the lowlands. Ground surface"

elevations at Parcel A range from 0 to 18 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the lowlands to 180 feet

above msl at the ridge crest.

The peninsirla forming HPA is within a northwest Eending belt of Franciscan bedrock. Bedrock is

present at the ground surface over most of Parcel A. In localized areas, the bedrock is overlain by

fill material.

No wetlands or surface waters are located at Parcel A. Limited quantities of groundwatbr are present

in localized fractures of the bedrock. However, Parcel A groundwater is not suitable as a potential

source of drinking water because of low well yield. Groundwater from the bedrock aquifer

discharges through springs and seeps along Parcel A slopes.



No underground storage tanks (USTs) laq-

aboveground tanks, drums, or hazardous

materials storage areas are located at Parcel A. € Seaezr linas , 4Et?*6*;W s fr+-^c1<44
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2.2 SITE HISTORY
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Hunters Point was first developed for dry dock use in 1867. The Navy acquired title to the land in

1940 and began developing the area for various shipyard activities. In 1942, the Navy began using

HPA for shipbuilding, repair, and maintenance. From 1945 to 1974, the shipyard was primarily used

as a repair facility by the Navy. The Navy discontinued activities at HPA in L974. From 1976 to

1986, the Navy leased 98 percent of HPA, including all of Parcel A, to the Triple A Machine Shop

(triple A), a private ship repair company. In 1986, the Navy reoccupied the property. Curently,

prtions of Parcel A are subleased for use as artists' studios.

Throughout its history, both the Navy and Triple A used Parcel A primarily for residential purposes.

In addition, the Navy used one building on Parcel A as a radiation laboratory. Most of the other

structures were used as offices and warehouses. Currently, approximately 61 buildings are located on

the property, 45 of which are former residences. In addition, the foundations of 43'other structures

-,? $"r*guTW#'Wk"
The Navy began environmental studies at HPA in l@,Lnder the U.S. Department of Defense's

Installation Restoration Program. Between t@1ffi*:gg,.Ho-O a series of

are located on Parcel A.

installation-wide investigations to identify potential. Jriuice areas

ERM West 1988; YEI 1988a and 1988b). In ion. the

ar-qas oJP-arcel A (HLA 1987 and.1988; Arr 1987).4

Parcel A, referred to as site inspection (SI) sites, were identified as

€E&g*<
{;"u-6-ttt"t 

tt 
\

p-dreas. Site- )

iAfui"--p'Terr i a*to
c histories of each of these areas are

Q,a s;+Lltns PeckohJ)c+1r;t'*irS a-t ?ar\rz!- k
@.



Parking medians in front of Building 901: The landscaped medians in front of Building 901, the

Offrcers' Club, were identified as a potential source because the medians were filled in part with

saodblast waste and oily materials. The medians are referred to as site SI-19.

Buitdings 816 and 818: Building El6 is the former Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory NRDL)

High Voltage Accelerator Laboratory and Building 818 is the former Chlorinating Plant. The NRDL

operated until 1976. Building 818 was used for chlorinating water. Because of the presence of a

former drum storage area betrind Building 816 the area was identified as a potential source area.

These buildings and the surrounding areas ar{ designated aq site SI-41.-Ua.,^;fr 
ii t'tt- saet* a'r^ N aD c-

Qad k',W 7
Former Building 9ffi: Building 906, the Gardening Tool House, ilay have been used to store

pesticides. For this reason, the building was identified as a potential source area and is designated as

site SI-43.

Portions of the steam line system within Parcel A: The steam line system, constructed in 1950, spans

the entire installation. The system was used to supply steam to heat facility buildings and docked

ships and to facilitate the flow of oil through oil lines. Steam for Parcel A was generated at boiler

plants located on other parcels. The Navy identified the.lines as a potential source based on the

remote possibility that waste oil was transported through ttre Parcel A steam lines. The HPA-wide

steam line system is designated as site SI45.

Portions of the storm drain and sanitary sewer systems within Parcel A: The storm drain and sanitary

sewer systems for HPA were constructed in ttre 1940s and 1950s as a combined system. By 1976,

the two systems had been separated. Currently, the storm drains at Parcel A flow into storm drains at

other parcels, eventually discharging into San Francisco Bay. Flow from the sanitary sewer system is

directed to Pump Station A, which pumps sewage off site for treatment and ultimate discharge.

through the City of San Francisco's publicly-owned treatment works. The HPA-wide system is

referred to as site SI-50.

6
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investidation was conducted as part of the SL Buildings and areas throughout HPA where

t
transfofuers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) were formerly located are refeffed to as site
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were removed from service at HPA, and during an inventory of the remaining transformers, another

118 transformers were identified. Based on available records, none of these transformers were used

at Parcel A. To ensure that no additional transformer locations existed at Parcel A, further

Forrner underground storage tank 5-812: A steel UST installed in 1976 was used to store fuel for a

boiler located in Building 813. It is unknown when the UST was taken out of service. In August

1991, the UST and is associated prping were excavated and removed from the site. The former UST

location is designated as site SI-77.

In 1989, EPA added HPA to the NPL. In 1990, the Navy, EPA Region fX, and the State of

California entered into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) to coordinate environmentd activities at

As the first phase process, the Navy conducted a preliminary assessment/site

inspection (PA/SI) of the seven potential source areas listed above and identified during the Navy's

previous investigations. Upon completion of the SI in 1993 (PRC and HLA 1993), the Navy

coneludd that no frrrther action at the SI sites. The EPA and Cal/EPA concur that no

is required at these sites.

Navy conducted an RI of ttre groundwater underlying Parcel A (refened to as the IR-59 site).

During the groundwater investigation, the Navy discovered sandblast grit waste containing paint chips

in the backfill of a sanitary sewer line in a lot along Jerrold Avenue. Accordingly, the Navy included

this

0. a .l '?|qt'<*1'ot-, kck'ct| Gt'ea a*Pa^1Q-L rt'
As a result of the SI investigation at site SI-50 ([re storm drains and sanitary sewer systems), the

area
A-r\

as the- IR-59 JAI site) in the RI. The draft RI report was completed in June
vt,'.,{t 7a1.q.q a*-*ple+*6e't >Lt I7,q-.5,'.

t * ,  cr i ( (

IIPA. In 1991, the U.S. Department of Defense designated HPA for closure as an active mil

base under its BRAC program.
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was thefefo'e netfinah'eF

The Navy has also conducted a series of facility-wide air quality investigations (ATT 1987; HLA

1992; Brown & Caldwell 1995). Human health risk assessments performed using data from these ak_.r!
investigations found that human hedth exp,osures at Parcel A are at acceptable levels.

n\Otde
23 HIGHLIGITTS OF COMMT'MTY PARTICIPATION
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In tlre late 1980s, the Navy formed a technical review committee CIRC) consisting of community

members and representatives of regulatory agencies. The TRC met to discuss ,Jyiron*rntal issues
pertaining to HPA. In 1993, pursuant to the Defense Environmental Restoration program, l0 U.S.C.
Section 2705(d), the Navy formed a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), which replaced the TRC.
The RAB is comprised of members of the community, the Navy, and the regulatory agencies. The

B meets monthly to discuss'environmental progress at HpA.
.. di
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draft RI e#FSrenog/for Parcel A ilFreleased to the public in June tp9_--JA ."rr rrle srarr Kr R*rcponf ror rarcel A nerereleased to the public in lgpSa$geroposed

,rb\iy'-o/Uan 
for Parcel A was released to the public in August 1995. Both the{RI/ES report and the

ga;a proposed plan were made available to the public in the administrative record file and in information

IqC 
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e Proposed Pfan was published in The San Francisco&q6.a-if

, tnThe Independent on August 15, 1995, and in The New v

t*y-{ LibrardtA notice of availability of ttre Proposed Plan was pubtished in The San Francisco*turda

9 *t'ot Emndner/Chronicle on August 6,1995, nThe Independent on August 15, 1995, and in The New \
otf 

"of""y Bayviavon August 20, tggs. A public conrment period on the proposed plan was held from August
,3Y;..{ 7, lggl,through September 5, 1995. A public meeting was hetd on August 22, tggs. At that

;):J\ meeting, representatives of the Navy presented the basis for the proposed no action alternative and
(J" J were available to answer questions about the proposed plan. A response to ttre conrments received at^\r 

1- --------

f- d the public meeting and during the public comment period are included in the Responsivenessr
p' 

$ Summary which is Section 3.0 of this ROD. These comrnuniry participation activities firlfill the

SVC * requirements of Section ll3(kx2xB)(i-v) and Section tll(a\e)of CERCLA.
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z.r scopE Ar.ID RoLE oF TrrE No AcrIoN ALTERNATTVE

HpA is a rarge federal facility containing numerous potential source ueas' To facilitate the

investigation, remediation, and property transfer process under BRA., sites on HPA have been

grouped into geographical pucels'

'i-:ll,i"'lllJ:11.*:H'J ;T::Jilfi;"J:'"
v i^J @ rcr,"v.Q 3.a*f''

Parcel Desienation 
'l 

BOD f

Parcel B 
FebruarY 199?

Parcel C 
December 1997

Parcel D 
JulY 1997

Pucel E 
MaY 1998

L't-L

The Navy,s site management strategy is to accelerate actions at sites while identifying and closing out

assessment activities at sites not requiring action. This strategylallows *""tr:: to be concentrated

on those areas requiring action and meets the president's goal oi qui.rry identifying parcels of

property ttrat can be transferred to the community or other agencies under 0re BRAC pro$am'

The Navy also intends to perform an ecorogical risk assessment for the recently designated Parcel F'

whichencompassesthesubmergedportionsofHPA.

rhis RoD selects the remedv for the two RI sites at Parcel ^ 
l::::lt:::.: fras;":';;se 

"

I;,f,.T:::: ffif#ffi:;"ironment; thererore, no action is necessarv ror the site'
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california has authority to regulate the remediation of TPH in goundwater, the State concurs tbat the

TPH levels in groundwater do not require further investigation, remediation, or gloundwater

The Parcel A groundwater investigation was initiated as part of the SI for the Parcel A storm drain

and sanitary sewer systems (SI-50). During the groundwater assessment of these systems'

groundwater couected from a boring was analyzed and found to contain SOCs' TPH as motor oil' and

metals. As a result, the preliminary investigation conducted during the sI was expanded to an RI'

and the groundwater under Parcel A was desigrrated as site IR-59. Although TPH is not defined as a

hazardous substance under CERCLA, TPH analysis was included in the RI andyticd program'

Three aquifers underlie HPA: the A-aguifer, the B-aquifer, and the bedrock aquifer' The only

aquifer present at Pafcel A is the bedrock aquifer, which is the upper weathered and deeper fractured

portions of the Franciscan bedrock. Groundwater in bedrock at Parcel A is present in localized

fracnrres that are sporadic and discontinuous'

parcel A groundwater is not a potentid source of drinking water under the california Rbgional water

Quatity control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RwQcB) definition of drinking water because of

the low yield of wells at Parcel A. under ttre RWQCB's definition, groundwater is not a suitable or

potentially suitable source of water for municipal or domestic water supply if it does not provide

suffrcient water to supply a single well capable of producing an average' sustained yield of

Na#,t '
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HIGHLIGIITS OF COMMT.JNITY PARTICIPATION

In the late 198(h, the Navy formd a technical review committee CfRq consisting of community
members and representatives of regulatory agencies. The TRC met to discuss environmental issues
pertaining to HPA. In 1993, pursuant to the Defense Environmental Resooration program, l0 U.S.C.
Section 2705(d), the Navy formed a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), which ieplaced the TRC.
The RAB is composed of members of the community, the Navy, and the regulatory agencies. The
RAB meets nonthly to discuss environmental progress at HpA.

The draft RI report for Parcel A was released to the public in June 1995. The proposed plan for
Parcel A was released to the public in August 195. Both the draft RI report and the proposed plan
were made available to the public in the administrative record file and in information repositories
located at the City of San Francisco Main Library and the Anna E. Waden Branch Library. In
ddition, the proposed plan was mailed to the qpre than 1,100 people on the HpA project mailing
list. A notice of availability of the proposed plan was published in Ttu San Francisco Sunday
haniner/Chronicle on August 6, 1995;inThe Independew on August 15, lg5; and in The New
Bayview on August 20, 1995. A public comment period on the proposed plan was held from August
7,1995, through September 5, 1995. A public meeting was held on August 22, lgg1. At that
me€ting, representatives of the Navy presented the basis for the proposed no action alternative and
were available to answer questions about the proposed ptan. A response to the comments received at
the public meeting and during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness

Summary, which is Appendix A of this ROD. These community participation adivities fulfill the
requirements of section ll3(kX2XBXi-v) and section tt7(a)e) of GERCLA

SCOPE AND ITOLE OF THB NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

HPA is alarge federal facility containing numerous potential source areas. To facilitate the
investigation, remediation, and property trursfer process urder BRAC, sites on HpA have been
'grouped into goographical parcels.

In addition to Parcel A, five other parcels have been designated and are undergoing assessment

activities. The Navy's site management strategy is to accelerate actions at sites while identifying and

2.3

2.4

l l



closing out assessment activities at sites not requiring action. This strategy meets President Clinton's

goal of quickly identi$ing parcels of property that can be transferred to the community or other

agencies under the BRAC program.

Tbis ROD selects the remedy for the trvo RI sites at Parcel A. The soil at IR-59 JAI does not pose a

significant risk to human health or the environment; therefore, no action is necessary for the site.

Similarly, no action is necessary for IR-59, which encompasses the groundwater underlying Parcel A,

for two reasons. First, there are no complete exposure pathways for groundwater because the

grcundwater is not a drinking water source. Second, SVOCS and metals were detected only at levels

below EPA Region D( PRGs. PRGs are health-based chemical concentrations used to scr@n potential

human health risks during environmental investigations. The only other substance detected in

groundwater was total petrolanm hydrocarbons Cn H) as motor oil, at concentrations of 600

micrograms per liter or less. TPH is not a hazardous substance as defined under CERCLA.

Although the State of California has authority to regulate the remediation of TPH in groundwater, the

State concurs that the TPH levels in iroundwater do not-nequire further investigation, remediation, or

2.5

2.5.r

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

rR-59
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The Parcel A groundwater investigation was initiated as part of the SI for the Parcel A storm drain

and sanitary sewer systerns (SI-50). During the groundwater assessment of these systenrs,

groundwater.collected from a boring was analyzed urd found o contain SVOCs, TPH as motor oil,

and metals. As a result, the preliminary investigation conducted during the SI was expanded to an

RI, and the grotrndwater under Parcel A was designated as site IR-59. Although TPH is not defined

as a hazardo$ subsance under CERCLA, TPH urdysis was included in the RI analytical program.

Three aquifers underlie HPA: the A-aquifer, the B-aquifer, and the bedrock aquifer. 
'The 

only

aquifer present at Parcel A is the bedrock aquifer, which is the upper weathered and deeper fracnlred

portions of the Fruciscan bedrock. Groundwater in bedrock at Parcel A is present in localized

fractures that are sporadic and discontinuous.
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Parcel A groundwater is rct a potential source of drinking water under the RWQCB definition of
drinking water because of the low yield of wells at Parcel A. Under the RWQCB,s definition,
groundwater is not a suitable or potentially suitable source of water for municipal or domestic water
supply if it does not provide sufficient water to supply a single wen capable of producing an average,
sustained yield of 200 gallons per day Gpd). Based on aquifer tests, parcel A groundwater wells are
unable tro produce 2a0 g&. The RWQCB concurs that Parcel A groundwater is not a source of
drinking water (RWeCB tg5a).

During the RI, the Navy collected groundwater grab samples from open boreholes and trenches as
well as samples from six monitoring wells. samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(v@)' svoCs, TPH, pesticides, PCBs, and metals. To evaluate whether further action was
appropriate, analytical results were compared against EPA Region IX pRGs and federal and state
maximum contaminant levels (MCL) for drinking water.

No vocs were detected in any groundwater samples. The only SVocs d*pcted (naphthatene, 2-
mahylnaphthalene, and n-nitrosodiphenylamine) were present at concentrations below EpA Region p.
PRGs' The highest concentrations of the svocs detected and their respective pRGs ,, ,ho*n on
Table l' Arsenic was detected in groundwater samples at levels above its pRG but below MCLs.
I-ow concentrations of TPH its motor oil were detected in two small areas on parcel A. A
comprehensive discussion of the groundwater investigation and the nature and extent of the
compounds detected in groundwater is presented in the RI report (pRc lggsb). In summary, no
hazardous substances as defined under cERcLA were detected above health-based levels in any of the
groundwater samples.

2.52 IR,-59 JAI

The Rr at IR-59 rAr was initiated upon the discovery of sandblast grit containing paint chips during
the groundwater investigation at a lot along Jerrold Avenue. A sample of mixed sandblast grit and
soil was analyzed and found to contain pesticides, low levels of svocs, TpH as diesel fuel and as
nrclor oil, and meals.

A
v l 3



TABLE 1

SI,MMARY OF GROI.JNDWATER, ANALYNCAL RESI.'LTS'
IR,-59 GROTJNDWATER ITWESTIGATION

PARCEL A, HUNTERS FOINT ANNEX

Detected Andyte

2-Methylnephthelene

Naphthrlene

n-Nitrosodiphenylamine

NE.

2&

l4

42

t2

L2

Aluminum

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Calcium

Megnesium

Mrngrnese

Molybdenum

Nickel

Potessium

Sodium

Vrnedium

37,000
. 1 5

0.038

2,ffi

NE

NE

180

180

730

NE

NE

2@

216a

2. ld

3. ld,  3. tr

444, U9

44,7ft,45,500

39,60d, 39,30c,

29.44, lg.y

12.44, 14.5.

2.3dp

73Le,7,44U

82,(X8d, 83,40C

3 .e ,2 .8 ' .

Conceotrrtims in microgrrms per liter
EPA Rcgion D( PRGc (EPA 1995e)
NE = Not estlblish€d

. d

o

Uofihered srmples
Filtef€d srmples

t4
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g analysis and investigation by excavation to characterize the nature and 
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erte"tgf chemicals of concern in soil.and to accelerate the overall investigation of IR-59 JAI. Soil | 1-..,y.ef{l
and sandblast grit were excavated and disposed of at an approved off-site facility, and confirm ̂rion/ ,fW,

samples were collected and tested using an EPA-approved immunoassay-based test mettrod. Soil 
t*yn'uxtt.

,. excavation and confirmation sampling continued until field testing resulted in pesticide concentrations

below the detection limit. In addition, samples were sent to a laboratory and analyzed primarily for

SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, TPH as rnotor oil and diesel, aod metals. Soil excavated during the

investigation by excavation was replaced with clean soil. Tables 2, 3, and 4 summarize data on the

compounds in soil after the completion of the investigation by excavation. A comprehensive

discussion of the soil investigation and the nature and extent of compounds derected in soil is

presented in the Parcel A RI report (PRC 1995b).

2.6

2.6.1

SI.'MMARY OF SITE RISKS

Human Health Risk Asscssment

During the RI, the Navy considered the potentid human health risks associated with sites IR-59 and

IR-59 JAI. The RI risk analysis is described below.

Human exposure to gloundwater at Parcel A is highly unlikely for the following reasons:

Parcel A groundwater is present only in limited fracnrres or in poorly interconnected
and sporadic ftactures in the bedrock.

In areas where groundwater was detected, individual wells are capable of yielding
only fuuignificant and nonsustainable quantities of water.

Historical records confirm thar groundwater in Parcel A bedrock has never been used
8s e source of drinking water.

The City of San Francisco's current gtoundwater policy excludes groundwater in
Parcel A bedrock from future development based on the distribution of water in the
bodrock and is characteristics.

l5
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TABLE 2

SITMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL IESI'II.jTS FIOR, SvOCs AND PESTICIDES
AFTER, IF{VESTIGATION BY EXCAVATION AT IR,.59 JAI'

PARCEL A, HIJNTERS FOINT ANNEX

Cooceatntions in micrognms per kilogrem
Only senplcc of soil in u/h$

Notce:

I

I

c

a

a

I

EPA Regioa rx PRG{(EPA rry
Crl-nodified PRGg
NE = Not estebli$cd
EPA Region IX PRG for chlordene (plein)

[tLc-cr-'r:a- . ,:,'  
1,,.v(i ' t*!{--

L\,\,-4,L*$'/"r
,  k .  ' 7

Ytl,.1l ) ;':tt..
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SVOCs

Benzo(a)mthnceoe

tsenzo(r)pyrene

Benzo(b)flrrcrrntheoe

Benzo(k)fluoranthene

Chrysenc

Fluonnthene

Indeno( 1,2, 3*d)pyrene

Nephthrleue

Pbenrnthrene

3 9 - 6 1

3 8 - 5 0

3 8 - 4 9

5 t - 6 7

56 - 180

53 - 200

22 -24

27

2 r - 9 L

78 - 270

4 of 6

4 of 6

3 of 6

3 of 6

4 of 6

6 of 6

3 of 6

l of 6

6 o f 6

6 of 6

610

6 l

610

6,100 (610)d

24,000 (6,100)d

2,600,ooo

610

800,000

NEO

2,ooo,ooo
Pesticides

4,4:.DDD

4;4'-DDE

4;4'-DDT

AI&in

dphe-BHC

dpbr{tlordrne

grrnrne$lqftjg

Hcptechlor

0.64

0.94 - 250

1.2 - 420

0.3t

1.5

0.5 - 97

0.6 - 97

t.7 - 37

0.94

I of?5

2l of ?5

23 of?5

I of25

I of?5

13 of25

L2 of ?5

2of?S

l o f ? 5

1,900

1,300

1,300

26

7 l

3d

3d

99

49
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APPET{DD( A

R,ESFONSTVENESS STIMUARY

r.0 o\lERvIEfv

As set forth in its proposed plan, the U.S. Deparment of the Navy (Navy) selected no action for the

following sites u Parcel A of Hunters Point Annex (HPA):

. IR-59: The groundwater underlying Parcel A

r IR-59 lerrold Avenue Investig4ion 0AI): The soil rt r residential lot on Jerrold
Avenue within Parcel A

These siies rre the only two sites at Parcel A 6at were carried throug[ to the remedid investigation

(RI) stage. All other sites investigated at Parcel A were determined by the Navy,*,PA;an# X

€a#EpA 16 re4uire oo astion at the conclusion of the site inspectibn (SI) stage of investigation. EPA

Region IX and the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) @ncur with the selection

of tfie no actioB remedy.

2.0 COMMI,,INITY ITWOLVEMENT

The Navy is responsible for conducting the community relations program for HPA. A community

retatioru plan was established in l9t9 as a means of obtaining community input into the remedid

program at the instaltation. In addition, the Navy formed a technicd review comminee (fRq'

consisting of community members and regulatory agency representatives, to discuss environmentd

conditioru at HpA; in 1993, the TRC was replaced by a restoration advisory board (RAB) that meets

monthly to discuss environmentd activities a HPA.

ln additioa, the Nevy has ctablished two informuion repositories for HPA. One information

reposiory is a 6G ADs. E. Wrden Brurch Library located at 50?5 Third SEeet in San Francisco'

and the sod inforoetion reposiory is at the City of San Francisco Main Library located u the

Civic Centcr in Srn Frrncisco. 
:.

A draft remedial invctigation/feasibiliry snrdy (RI/FS) for Parcel A was released to the public in June

1995. Based on rhe conclusion in the RI that Parcel A does not pose a risk to human heatth and the
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environment, the Navy, EPA, and CaliEPA agreed that &e Feasibility Study repon was not

review ard comment. As explained in the responses to specific cornrnents, the comments from

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board

(RWQCB) introduced during the pubtic meeting were based on aJuly 28,1995 letter on the earlier
C-'-

draft of the proposed planft$-Sese'6omments weleirrcffiduring the public comment period'r-
s3esf,ci"S !

are prcvftFd belory-tlLrvluslr uEr\rY- _l c:

f  , a  k , , k { (

'l-r'".r:..( 
it-.i (( {r Y 

'f't,'*'t k)rt- vlt

In Augusr 1995, the proposed plan for Parcel A was mailed to the more than 1,10O people on the
' t , '

, . ... i u 
-il)' HpA projectgliaiting !Ff.^e nodce of availability of the proposed plan was published in The San

1 1 /  > u  I
(\' 

- 
? Francisco Sunday ExaminprlChronicle on August 6, 1995; inThe Independenr on August 15, 1995;
' 

and irr The New Bayview {n August 20, lgg5. Copies of the proposed plan were placed in the
\

administrative record and 
\he 

information repositories. 
,.: . , .t-- l.t { _^r__ Ls-*.1_.".-. cL

fulfill the requiremerts of Section I l3(kX2XBXi-v) and Section 117(aX2) of CERCLA. *t l.; lL,r.r .." e }"
t , .  - k ,

I  t i  " . t  
L.t+ t  \  t  -- t ' . t  l

'  
t - -  , .  r  r -  . i - ( .  ,  "  

-  i '  l .  { - \L  \

The purpose of the responsiveness sunrmary is to document public conrments and quesdi6ns*ddring the, a'l-

: { L . c -  1  4

. ]4..  ,  -  o'  r .  t-  i  L
ins the *,\-

public comnent period (August 7,lggs to September 5, 1995) on the proposed no action remedy fsl iod'r'"t'i

"'"'i;;il 'df,- Tt,';-*yt t3-r{r,!.4€.r* 
'--'--- 

. 
_- 

6-;i-1t' i-t".,;sy':
parc!i?".' bpecificalty, inlrEtpSiineness sununary provides responses to oral comments received ( ({,:,r't, .

A 
it 22, lgg5, at the Southeast Conununityon the proposed plan during the public meeting held on Augus

Center located in the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood and written comments received during that

meeting as well as written conrments received from rhe City and County of San Francisco Department

rber 2, 1995). Pk c--ti ' t.(.-lf<-

.#trc.f /L.f I -s- r,p! ( t;t pi.* t, .11.J 1''*,I-,/rt#r-, l-)u-{icc*{ t:.+*.;';r'i--\#ti{ t;}ffilt$;trJ;'g-#fib! i'; ct7it'i:**'rfya\t+:, r'i ,:;f,::
" L \ ' \

}2^'* l v - * , ) , : . ' " ' . - . t " . . r .

(  * t . .1 -  u .1 : . { . r  Cr . . -  ( r f  { t .a  4 t r ' c ,  { i r t r  t - f { f ) / : \ i f f ; ' - i i \- - { -C V^  DLe 1 . .
T

Concerns raised during the pubtic comment period focused on the results'of the human health risk

assessmenr and the appropriareness of a deed notification. In particular, members of the local

A-2



:;:**Proc€ss.' lDes[maJorFsuesra$eoounnguepuDIlc-7,

community expressed concerns about the timing of the public meeting and the perceived slowness in

the cleanup proc6s. The sir major issues raised during the public @mment period are summarized

Issne: Why did tbe Navy hold a public meeting for the proposed plt'fot Parcel A prior o the

n/tYlneA?( -frw .Llvv ..1'/t'/vfltl ,v

The resoration advisory board mehings, held monthly, public meeting on the proposed plur

for Parcel A, held on August 22,1995, sene different The RAB meetings allow

communiry members to participate in the environmental program at HPA.

rdpprorimat ely 2A community members in these meetings. The public meeting on the

proposed plur, as required under CERCLA, is intended to obain comrnent from a much broader

cross section of the community. In this case, the proposed plan was sent to approximately 1,100

community members to reach a broad cross-section d,n. community. In addition, notice of the

meeting was p$lished in three different newspapers.

Issue Did the Navy adequat.ly in"otigale Parcel A?

The Navy ts investigated the areas that were suspected and/or reported to be contaminated, The

human healtb rist assessments conducted at the Parcel A sites followed the EPA's guidance urd

malrodologies, and determined 0rat for the future residentid scenario, the residual chemicals left in

place at the sites do not pose an unacceptable human health risk.

;r#:#viry,y6w,WW tuflffi ,%,W
+kt,f Lvv.W' /

Vpe
ll-/--'

Issuc: Cu tbe Nary speod pp the process of traruferring the property at Hunters Point Annex?

lt wHjau y iJff#[ ^* +o'p+fu- /al,tWs o( ?Le-
, nix."fb.{ d,;rk SRAC Cl&nup T8.rns (BCT) which inctude EPA and DTSC stalf ar each of E CT

dreir installabnr. The purposc of the BCT i !o accelerate cleanup by including the agencia inctaZ@Cdk

virnraI' lyweryaPGctofplanniryuderecutionofthectearrupprocess.TheNavyhasrequestWr'
/'/-l

agencies o prrticipac in the pr€p.ration of documens to help minimize the number:of commen$r*dpnocnss,

promote cooperation in the cleanup process, which should shorten the time needed to complae 'tc 
r.

&prua'd 
//fft",

O W

QAkt,'.d4" 
^' 
,

-p{,.tr FFA

|>0l< #i;ib,>-

a,*' 't ' 'r-t ,
v^€r*(,-,'-14''-4

," *""et.1(i fr'r,dt ct-, .

A-3



ksue: Will ttre Navy abandon the wells at Parcel A?

If the wells are not farxferred to the new owners, the Navy will abandon the wells at Parcel A in

accordance with applicable regulations. 
$efS 1h,7+\Vk b 

ry Or q}$ta ^n%tfl ;
,r),'r{.' *' J ; ii.o-.,,} t' 'ur{i n- *it uirir i t' rf +.i *'u:tpf.'l-a,,f)r'r{:* -1-{: +i.e-"d/-tli^s{*'v- uiL"'ii/r t<' {:15*'f n"a'('l((L "!i"

Issue: Will trre Navy prepare a deed notification for the motor oil in groundwater at Parcel A? tt^t!tt''J n  , n i c l
,  - ' l l

V. .1 . The Naw* " ' \'t)r.lt' ' - ith the RWeCB,'San rment Agency (SFM 
I'i'l G'

l(-/_ 
with the RWQCB,'San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA), and

San Francisco City Aitorney staffs to negotiate and draft language that would be acceptable to dl

parties concerning deed notification of tbe motor oil in groundwater at Parcel A. This process will

occur as part of the real estate transfer process.

Issuei Is the human health risk assessment (HHRA) adequate for the Parcel O r"uorrt r;f]inilnfPp

. r / M
1(5,nu no action alternative was selected for Parcel A based on conclusions drawn fromfrthe nature and

extent of chemicals of concern and the HHRA. The Parcel A RI HHRA was prepared using a

methodology developed by the U.S. EPA for the residentid scenario. The conclusions of the HHRA

4.0 SPECIFIC COMI\IENTS RECEIVED AhID RESPONSES

The comments or questions are exracted from the transcript of the public meeting or from letters

v/received by the Navyrand the Navy has provided written responses below. Unedited comments from

RWQCB, ARC Ecology, and individuals from the community are presented below in bold text,

followed by tbe Navy's responses. The Navy received comments that covered a range of issues.

Comments Recdved at the htblic Meeting:
:.

Oral conrments from the public meeting from a member of the Restoration Advisory Board for

Hunters Point Annex.

indicate that the Parcel A sites are protective of human health for a residential scenario. {heft*tre 
n,,t, IM

rrsideats nf Parcel A ffithat they will he ahle to live in their new homes.A LUW{' \ ".t/''l\

N [M,\ ,



Comment:

Responrc:

Iluring the question and uuilver portion df the public meeting an

individud rsked sbout the epproprialeness of the Nrvy holding the public

meeting on the propced plan before the plen wrs discussed with the

Given the somavhet rccidentrl discovery of the IR-59 JAI site' there ue r

feiv strternents in thc IR/FS thet give us some ooncern, like nnumerots

smrll, rrtificiel sili is prescnt on the site rs r result of filling' pest

constnrclion, underground utility irstrlhtion, rnd pmsibly filling revines

rnd srnlcs.' And the strtcflioi "reh3ively smell end unmapped silt

depoeits' is thc ptrresc. TbGc give rs some oonoerns, becluse we wonder

whet thc likelihood is thrt thce unmapped silt depcits tre, in fict,

conteminrtcd. fud I woirld likc to sec this rddrtssed somovhere in'the

Thae is a very low possibility of widespread use of surdbla5t grit materid in

the rrtificial fill areas referred to in the Parcel A Remedid Investigalion (RI)

regofi because the areas were filted in the eady l94Q's as part of the

prepatation of the Hunters Point facithy for use by the Navy or possibly even

A-5



Comment:

Response:

earlier by prior owners. The sandblast grit material discovered ar IR-59 JAI

was probably used to baclfill a utility oonnection to a temporary building, and

w:rs unassociated with the fillins of ravines and swales.

Ihis invotves the Work Plan Addendum that is presented in Appendix K,

and this addendum was prepared to address Agency and Redevelopment

Agency concerns about VOC's in the groundwater arormd the former

underground storage tank at SA-12. as6pding 16 this addendum, four

grormdwater samples were to be taken on each side of the pit, some

distance from the pit, to determine the extent of groundwater, possible

grormdwater contamination. In fact, only. one groundwater sample was

collected. The three.other borings were dry. And I have a few questions

about that sarnple. First, I would like to how where it is. It was not in

the RI/FS where that groundwater was drarrn from, which of the four

borings it was.taken from, so I would like to have that addressed. And

I'm wondering if the sampling location that actually had water in it

satisfied the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency's concertr about

groundwater contamination west of tbe site. They were quite specific

about wanting to understand that there is the plume traveling to the west;

and since I don't know where 16s sample was taken, I don't know if that

concera was addressed. And then, based on this one sample, one

groundwater sample, the RI/FS concludes that no substantid groundwater

contamination was found at that tank site. fuid I would need some belp

undgnten.ling how that one sample proves that there is no grorurdwater

contaminetion as a r€sull of that underground storage tank, former tank,

that has been removed.

- T l * . 1 \ ; i v V  { ) i t r r f , { t t , t t J x " t -  i L . L r ,  f  r :  ? 1 o f r u r t ( 6 , r , 1 { 6 a n 1  .  ,
4 Section 3.b of the draft final Parcel A RI report concerning fordrer 

lnt,l1-7** Cuf

underground storage ta* (UST) S-El2 has been revised to inctude more fbUt '1 14 ,

information about the locations of the borings and the groundwater sample.

The groundwater sample was collected from a boring to the west of the

former UST pit, to address the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency's

A-6



concerns about the possible existence of chemicals in groundwater to the west

of the former UST. The analytical results from that sample and the duplicate

sample indicated that there wdre no chemicds of concern in groundwater.

Groundwater was not collected from the other three borings because

groundwater was not encountered during drilling.

The RI/FS dso does not address adequately the gncertainty associated

with th. cuclusions prdsented in the RIIFS. I would like to see a little

discrssion about how adequate tbe sampling program was statistically to

answer the questions that the RI/TS is supposed to answer, which is to

describe the contamination at the Parcel A site. So I would like a little

discrrssionaboutthe_gltsctrairtrassociatedwiththesarrrplingandthe

sampling metbodotogr and elso tbe Risk AssessmgnJ part of the RI/FS.
,:::::9-|r" 

-

The regulatory agencies and the Navy believe the conclusions of the draft final

Parcel A RI report ire supported by the data collected during the site

inspections and remedial investigations. The sampling methodologies were

discussed with the regulatory agencies prior to field activities.nThe RI report

describes the sampling methodology, including the number arf distribution of

samples collected at each of the sites at Parcel A. Appendix p contains the

the motor oil contamination is all over the Parcel A site; and I would UU"npf"--lrnL

to see a summarJ in the RI/FS that addresses specifically motor oil . r" 
t 
. j )'

contarnination on Parcel A. 
\'\ ''5

Secrion 5.0 of the draft final Parcel A RI report addresses the distribution of

rotal petroleum hydrocarbons as motor oil detected in all IR-59 groundwater

samples. Total petroleum hydrocarbons as motor oil were detected at low

human health risk assessment, which discusses the methodolopV and *::"i:n 
h(P

X;{.,lI#t 1.**d,used by the Navy and approved by the agencies. \

The RI/FS did a weak job of exptaining to me' anyway' *n l-ti" 
"*i"J, "t ir';''ultf

3 Comment:

\.;ti;r,"1lo*o
1jl,i*ili:;;*
ir";ir;:, t.i''*
i y.dr* ii"-""Ro'o*''

Comment:

Response:
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levels, sporadically in borings and wells in tlie upland portion of Parcel A and

in the well in the parking lot in front of Building 101.

5 Comment: Lead contamination appears to be e problem at two sites SI-43 and SI41.

And I would like to see tbese ares addressed in the RI/FS, end I would

like to how what ac{ion the Navy intends to tahe on those alleged

oontaminated sites. I understand that the Investigation by Excavation

covercd these areas with soil, but in most cases only a couple of feet of

clean soil is put over these contaminated areas. And we are concemed

that, as the site is developed and graded and rearranged to put buildings

on it, thal these areas will be exposed to the air, exposure with children

and gardens and that sort of thing. They won't rcmain covered forever,

that is the point. , i ; -.- --i-- ; , .1 I

Lf".A: , i.!,f , . 1)vdl:rti'rr^ Lf '-='I i'1k4 
^'LL *'1 i k

. .>.t- * *1 \ ' ,  i
Response: A The tild tevdts in soil left in place at sites SI41 and SI-43 are protective of

human health and th6 environment. Lead concentrations associated with sites

SI41 and SI-43 are presented in the Parcel A SI HHRA. The Parcel A SI

f-' report used health based levels (HBL) developed for HPA to screen the
t

t " \

u,?/ ru. ) concenrrarions of lead at the sites. The HBL for lead is 250 mg/kg, which is

? [U' ,,'-' *L 
-] 

lower than rhe currenr EPA Region IX pS,eliminary remediation goal (PRG) of
\ ,; t -' ',- " c)f'--' 

,-(, 
",.^,-,t,lr\ 

( 400 mglkg. Lead was detected in sevelsoil samples ranging from 9.1 to 186

,L ,' , i 
t 

,,tJ 
!-' 

mg/kg at site SI-41; however, 
", 

t*P]?;. *:re below the lead HBL and

'.'r!*, , tb l-uY EpA's pRG. Lead was detected i" u^.[-r **ples ranging from 0.26 to 178
L /  ,  iw '  ; ' ,Y

,, tt.",_ --I/,. crt-L , mg/kg at site SI-43; however, all samples were below the lead HBL and

t;p$ 
'  

i "  
' ,  

, , . , ) '  EpA's pRG.
' , - t ' " ^ , t ' \ , .  , ! t -

\ . - "  '  . u ' --  
. : - l l

Writteh Comments Received at the Public Meeting

Comments from an individual from the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood.

Is there any way to speed up the process? So many issues are to be

resolved, and time is of the essence. When???

A-8
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. , * ..it'u ."tr*Pt {b:luding the agencies in virtually every aspect of planning and execution of

-,n *t.).'- ,+.j.:l' ,r,Itfi! cleanup process. The Navy has requested the agencies to particinatgyt

I 
itCt 

i ,O ,*rr,-t1; prepararion of docunrents to help minimize the number of commentGd

" -i#*rii*,j.#:. uT*ttffiM ., "ittt ti#,t' tjItp"fu*iH"F#Ll:
"  

u- t r  t )P- -  - -  ^L-  - - -Lr :^  - - - - : -^  ^-- - - - - i - r  ^-r  -^^^: . ,^r  r - . . , - io i - -  i -  -  raora+ f iz  
/ -  - t t ' l  ' " 'L \

*fk * cornmenrs were read inao the public meeting transcript and received in writing in a letter from the '".(." 
rtr'r-p*-vv 

DTSC and RWQCB dated July 28, 1995, from Mr. Cyrus Shabatrari of DTSC to Mr. William 
;:T^tt Sr\r,

Radzevich of the Navy. , .^...,1jts*. 
' 

. P,+c tu', *o{ C,, ,
17 .g rL t  

" , , ! * ' . ! ) *  

'

I Commenf As dcscribed ig tbe Summary of hoposed Altematives, it is ui-clear if f,cv;l;{, 
\0

monitoring wells will be abandoned (closed) in both alternatives;" 
";tH{il\ 

"\

--- --^rr-N 
t":u\\

Alternative 2. Both alternatives should properly close all monitoring *.*:("i\)

that will not be in service. Further claritication is required. The costs 
'H,i#i,p,-.

associated with well ctosing are nomind in comparison to the overall [f,g$itt'
proiect and should not be tbe reason for alteraative selection. Therefo;Y;t*

the difference in these "alternatives" appears to be the deed notification. Vv-

Response: This RWQCB comment refers to the draft Parcel A RI/FS rePort. In the draft

r-til1 u^'.
{,1,Li:i r:l

--'\,. 
version of rhe report an FS was inctuded which had two no action alternatives,

. i r', as fientioned above. Fotlowing EPA guidance on preParation of a Record of
, /  t (

a major consideration for selecting Alternative l. If the wells

,rred the Navy will abandon rhem in accordance with applicable

/'"h



Conunent:

" ''-tLti',Lf
,  i - t '* t-o

regulations. As noted, the deed notification is the major difference between

Alternatives I and 2.

Bord strff heve previosly discusscd propcrty trrnsfer ouroerns rnd deed

notilicetion rcquircnants, for thc rcsidrnl motor oil pollution in

purnd*rter, Sth Nevy stelf rnd their consultrnts. Board stelf concur

thrt brsed on thc levet'of effort cxporded in tlrese investigations rnd thc

type of pollution found, tlre concentntions of motor oil detected in

goundwrter within thc Prrcd A bedrodt docc mt require lufih€r

investigrtion, rerncdietion or gnoundwrtcr monitoring. Howevcr, ls

strted in the draft RI, the groundwrter rt Percel A is not well

chrncterized due to the inherent complexities within the bedroclc

fornetion. Becruse of thesc complexities Borrd staff hsve elwrys

mrinteined tbst d€ed notincrtion should be included rs psrt of rny no

rction rl3ernrtivelor Prcel A. The purPcc ol r deed notice is to rlert

potentid buyers rnd developers. It is not intended to thwtrt development

or stigmeti?2 th€ property. Dischcurc of prst urd present environmentrl

problcnrs is pert of thc m6t, if not ell, rell cstrt€ trrnsections. HPA is

no exccption. Bosrd stelT rre rvrilgble 3o work with the City rnd Nrvy

strfl to dnft rcceptrble langrnge thet meets rll prrties needs.

The RWQCB concurred with the Navy that motor oil derected in groundwater

withia the Parcel A bedrock does mt require further investigation,
t ^ j r l l

remediuion, or groundwater monitoring. The Navy m*+dh workirry with

Responsc:

the RIVQQB suff to negoriate and draft language that would be acceptable to

rll panics concerning deed notification for the nroor oil in groundwater at

Pucel A for the real estate uarsfer process.
:.

Othcf Written Comments Received During the hrblic Comment Period
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comments from Ms. Amy Brownelt, city and county of san Francisco Department of public Health.

Comnrent: We hrve reviewed the dreft finel propoeed ptan for parcel A and have the
following comments. As propmed by the Navy, the difference between
thc ino ectionn alternative v€nrus e rlimited ection' alternative (as
described in the Percel A RI/FS) is the deed notification and the
rbendonment (closing) of wells on Parcel A. Th€ Navy should properly
rbendon the wells on Parcel A regardless of the decision it makes for the
propcod plan end thc well rbrndonrnent should not be part of the
proposed plan decision. The proper rbandonment of all wells on prr.cel A
should be coruidered part of completing thc environmental cleanup and
properly closing the site. Contaminated sites under the oversight of the
DePlrtment of Public Health ere issued linel clcure notices only when
well abandonment has been completed, es required under Californie Well
Strndards' Bulletin 7+m. These stendards should be considered an
ARAR for the Nevy on percel A.

The well ebandonment should not be r fgctor in the proposed ptan,
beceuse it has no impaci on environmental contaminants or exposures.
The wells thenrselves lre not contributing to or reducing environmental
oontrminrnts or CI(pcures, they rre just r wsy to monitor rnd take
semplcc ol the groundwrter. If left in phoe, wells cen become conduits
for further groundwrtr contrminetion (e.g., if someone ecridentelly

Pourt sornahing down the wells) end therefone lre required to be

Propcrlt rcnroved in order to comptelc cloeurc of r sile. The only relson
io corsider leeving the wells in phcc is if the san Francisco

R'edevdopment Agency (SFRA), rs prrt of thc ranse planning, is
intercsted in keeping rnd reusing thesc wells on the property. The Nrvy

should discuss this issue with the SFRA.

A- l  I



.  ' i

o Tbe Navy is not abandoning the wells o give the future owner the option to

use the wells for monioring. If the wells ere not transferred, the Navy will

abandon tbem in accordance with applicable regulations.

As lrr rs thc deed notilicrtion is conca'ned, we understand from the

Regionrl Wrter Qnlity Controt Board's (RWQCB) comments of July 27,

19951 thet the RWQCB h8s requested thrt dced notilication be included rs

prrt of thc Nerry's propoeed plen. RWQCB strff rlso steted thrt they will

work with City rnd Nery stefl to dreft rcceptrblc languege that meds rll

prties nceds. Thc Nrvy should consult with thc SFRA and the City

Attorney 3o drcft ded notificetion language that will b€ scceptsble to rll

p$ties.

The Navy ulticipates working with the RWQCB, SFRA, and San Francisco

City Anorney staffs !o negotiate and draft language that would be acceptable

m all parties concerning deed notificarion for the motor oil in groundwater at

Parcel A for the real etate uansfer process.

In rddition to thesc comrnenls rbout thc ovenll propced phn, we hrve r

oonoern with thc strtcmats on prge five concrning the risks from

ingestion of fruits end vegetebles. An example is givan comparing the

risk to thet of r child cating 30 pounds of fruis rnd vegetables grown et

the sitc cedr yeer. If you ere going to hrve such rn uemple you should

d€scribc why this sc$rrio b untikely or why il is not of conern end give

r cornp.rison ol the emount of fruit rnd vegetebles thet rn everege child

atl Pcr tcrf.

HHRAs are generdly conduaed using two approaches: the reasonable

muimum exposure (RME) and average scenario. The HHR.A for Parcel A

was conducted using ur RME scenario which assumes the highest exPosure

tha is reasonably expected to occur at a site. EPA recommends that RME

and average exposure factors be used !o estimate risks and hazards for typicd

Resporce:

Comrnent:

Reepora

!.d"::foqiiv t', .ntu'Y.t L
. -  i t l  \ "  . r v r t " "
V_),r/'_ /.; fvlr

2' ' Cornnsrt:
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exposures. The HHRA assumed a ctild consumes @-a
It_pounds of fruit per year grown at the site. The HHRA dso assumes Ont
contamination was spread evenly throughout the site. Toxicity factbrs specific
for the RME used the EPA Region tX PRG.

In the HHRA, a child is assumed to consume 30 pounds of fruis urd

veg*ables per year, 12 pounds of fruits and lt pounds of vegerables, grown

qrnlng
,L.

b0
r(

- k

i 6
,!,*

v" L_)

/

\

(-/

,  ' /

l^rur-I' kat 
the site. As mentioned prwiorsly, tbose are the RME exposure

t'parameters. EPA suggests rsing the RME and e central tendency or average

exposure parameters. The RME assumption ov€restimates the hazards

because a garden in a residentid plot in San Francisco is not expected to

produce enough fruits urd vegaable for the child to consume these quantities.

Per discussions with San Francisco planning and zoning department on

September 22, 1995, the average residentid lot size in San Francisco is 2,500

ftz. The central tendency estimate would use a consumption of home-glown

produce of an order of magnitude less than that of the RME exposure

paramaers, or 1.2 pounds of fruit urd t.t pounds of vegetables, than what

was used in the HHRA. Using the centrd tendency exposure parameters, the

carcinogenic risks and noncarcinogenic hazards associated with the ingestion

of home-grown produce would fall below EPA's acceptable level.

Arc Ecology hd two brod areas of @ncern: residud contamination at five of the nine Site

Investigation (SI) and Remedid Investigation.(RI) sites and poor characterization of issues conc

the parking lot spring. Alct"a'l"''-f{u'e i= 
o'i "'''tL'"?\ C .-; t'""uir'-u.:y ':?t''

*t-s. fq-riu'V uf,,J.1__i*$,rff:#fi rt*it .,;i
i\ 1_ uj t '-"u1 r-rut:. I l.-ttJ r..La:"
I li- *r.tt*7^r"*-t r-f{t t'*/t'-€-.-

[)"'rt.'S-t t-r ft
I Cornmant: Arc rupports prompt tnnsfer of cleen propertics thst msximize reuse

opior !o thc City ol Sen Frencisco. Sincc thc City of Srn Fnncisco
' trticipltcs thrt Prrccl A will bc redeveloped tor residentid purpces, it

scenr only prudent thrt rll ol Prrcel A bc clemcd to residentiel stsnd^rrds.

Thc Nrry mutt etlsurc thrt lilted rrees rernein protective of heelth, even

wlrcn uncovered rs r result of site grrding end excevation for new

loundgtiors during phnned rcorctruciion.
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PAGE A.14

COMMENTS ON DRAFT
RECORD OF DECISION, PARCEL A

THE ABOVE IDENTIFIED PAGE IS NOT
AVAILABLE.

EXTENSIVE RESEARCH WAS PERFORMED BY
SOUTHWEST DIVISION TO LOCATE THIS PAGE.

THIS PAGE HAS BEEN INSERTED AS A
PLACEHOLDER AND WILL BE REPLACED

SHOULD THE MISSING ITEM BE LOCATED.

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE C. SILVA
RECORDS MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST

SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA92132

TELEPHONE: (61 9) 532-3676
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l0{ re considered protective of human hcelth by the

Environmentrl kotection Agcrcy.

We brscd our oomments on informetion prcsented in the DRAFT prrcd

A Renrediel Investigation/Fcasibility Study Report, Dsred June 30, 1995.

Wc undcrstrnd thrt PRC intendr io substrntirlly rcvise this report before

producing the lhrft Finel RVFS. This, too, cluses us to qu€stion the

epproprirturess of proposing 'no lction" el this time.

Since ihe rcmeining contemineted rriers rrle smell compered !o totrl

Pgrcel A rcreage, Arc secs no relson why cleaning thesc sites to

residentiel standrrds should deley trrnsfer of tith io the City, or for thrt

mrtter dehy.redevelopment efforts. In the meerrtime, before full clernup,

thc Nrvy should poet wrrnings rnd rcstrircl ectivities on the still-

contamineted SIru sites until they indeed posc no threat to humen

beetth. . nntvyttos.fl"kvvt\.
" l | / "  \ , , r "F4"tv i . ,ytY;.trffiw

Response: The no actioryflternative was selected for Parcel A based on conclusions

drawn from/ihe nanlre and extent of chemicals of concern and the HHRA.

The Parcel A nI HIIRA was prepared using a malrodology developed by the

U.S. EPA for the residentiat scenario. The conclusions of the HHRA indicate

that the Parcel A sites are in a state that is protedive of human health for a

residentid scenario. '

ff.T ,,,''"*A'f , 
.

,  \ - , : "vY ' . ' . {
4\-'r. 

rrY lJv In bulla items I and 2 hazard indices were probably overestimated because

..,,.,LYn t k" 
'r"v 

the HHRA assumed that chemicals were spread evenly throughout the site;
.  . - .L,  "  . .1\"  . -  x-ru
".'5tt.,lf-Yl.rr,r mst chemicels of potentiat concern can be atuibuted o individual point

p !-*Y L"Lu',, V')- rourc6. The chemicals at the Parcel A sites are primarily located beneath 0.5*^' 
i L- 

" 
'-L" 1tl"\+'"ro 5.s fea of ctean soil. The rms of some fnrit trees and most vegetables

"-(h: 
,  L-t\  .  \-1 , .  L* 

ist or slEian x)I l '  lnl

,l C{ 1r.!.t*jY 
are within the 0 to 2 (*. below ground surface. The orguric chemicals of

I f.a V\-' concern were detected in only a few of the samptes colleaed Qess than l0
i , t '  \ 1 - L  

I  '

3:;d-'
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percent). Because organics were detected ih relatively few sarnples, the

Baximum detected value was used in the HHRA. Because the maximum

daected value was used, the risks urd hazards for these organic chemicals

may have been overestimaed. Also, only a few of the inorganic chemicals of

-ooncern were detected above ambient concentrations. However, since

i ,, I {,1. ( nanganese and chromium exceeded their ambient concentratioru in at least

, ..i i)\t"' ) one sample, the inorganic cbernical of coacern was evaluated. Because of the
'  ' .  , !  U . f *Y  I  I

, ,, JJ&I I''r,,n\!, 
r,- \- elevued concentrirtions of imrganics in a few sampling locations that

\tt ' 't 
1.,*.,\ 

- 
h tvt ;i exceoded ambient coDcentrations.Qess tban t0 percent), the risks and hazards

V f  L . r ( , - ' r , l t ,  , . t ,
r . l ) , i'*n I calculated largely overestimates risks to buman health.
"'-,. [.Ll^ , L1,.". ,, r.t

i-''^tJ l-,1 ,,ut ' f (( .t"
' 

,-,-q:. t \? Lt"$ i..,^'T. 
HHRA used toxicity factors tisted in the EPA Region IX PRGs in the risk

:' L.V' , 
t 
I ,.,k ,dkUt 

-and 
hazard calculations for the ingestion of home-grown produce. The

\ru' ' ' 
'\:'rn-j"n'r,V 

ioxicity factor applied under RME scenarios, furthermore, overestimated the. J'/{,;
\ t \ t  t r ' J  \  , r & ', ' 

_r,, h t, -,It'- risks rnd hazards. The oxicity factor usod for manganese was 0.005 which

Y' ,, , tU) was devetoped for the ingestion of manganese through drinking water. A

a 
[)i:*U/' oxicity r.ao, for the ingestion of mangurese wis developed for food at 0.14.

The difference is approximately 2 orders of magnitude. Manganese was the

hazard driver at SI-19, SI-ll, and lR-59 JAl. Using the appropriate toxicity

factor, the hazard due !o manganese would fdl well below EPA's acceptable

risk levels. Additiondly, murganese is found u the range of ambient

concentratioru in soil, however,'specific ambient concentration for manganese

have rrt bcen developed for HPA. Chromium was evaluated assuming that

chromium is present as chromium Vl. ln generd, chromium in soils is

present as either elemental chromium or chromium III. Using the toxicity for

cbrornium In (l) rather thur the toxicity factor for chromium VI (0.005)

would roduce the hazard by at least 2 orders of magnitude. Therefore, the

hazards rssociated with chromium would be well below EPA's acceptable

lwel.

For information concerning'lead concenuations s€c ord comment and

response from ARC Ecology Comment 5.
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Commcnt:

Fuaue residens at IR-59 JAI may be exposed to ciemicals through direct soil

€xposure urd through ingestion of homegrown produce. The potential risks

associated with direct soil exposure were determined using the EPA Region IX

PRGs, tte potentid risks related to ingestion of homegown produce were

calculued using standard EPA risk assessment methodology. To account for

dl potentid risks, from bo& daected soil exposure end ingestion of produce

the residential carcimgenic risk (CR) of 2 r l0t was calculated for the first

30 yean of life. The CR is primarily driven by chromium, benzo(a)pyrene,

and heptachlor. Ctromium is estimat€d to be a risk driver at a CR of 2 x 1O3

beceuse the HHRA was prepared using a consen'ative approach assuming that

chromium is present as chromium VI. In general, chromium in soil is present

as either elementd chromium or chromium ltr. Using the PRG for otal

chromium (which is more representative), the total estimated CR, at IR-59 JAI

under the residential use scenario is estimated to be 7 x l0{, which is within

EPA's acceptable risk range. Accordingly, under a residentid use scenario,

no significant carcinogenic risks are expected from exposure to IR-59 JAI

soils.

The draft find Parcel A RI repon was revised !o incorporate commens from

the EPA, Cd/EPA, RWQCB, ard ARC Ecologyo@

-astie*ale 
"s$#fThe 

Navy, with concurrence from EPA urd Cal/EPA,.is,--

i. lrt i*r,{i f ̂ *, * 7 [ -il niF- i f n'i ; 1^; q1 ",'.etl- a.t F:rr'.c^a I
A" bcc ccLL!(-. '' 

*f f'*t ,'{fui<-) '-j4{- 
I\itu'q i5 i>f €Nu"in,i

Thc prrking lot spring rrer pre*ots Arc with rnother souroe for 
:nc*n.*; ,J

Onc wrtcr semph coltdcd et thc spnnt showed motor oil conteminetion.Ui anefuy
Afthonth thc Drrft RI/FS gives littlc rellil)n 3o suspect thst ground*rterP61- r-tl.t
contributcc to crinreminrtion rround thc spriry. Arc believes i3 is too A 44

lrrty to concludc thet contrmimtion in or rround the sprin;; ;" Y+u Lt'V\

rhrar io humrn heelth or lhe cnvironmcnt. Wrs this coriteminrtion - 
t u},rlt-J

isohtcd incident? ll not, Could the f i'{L' .' ,

sprinr ofr: . ftlTy_f* :Tf-i*lt,b ? Is the

rree biologicelly sensitive? Arc requesa thrt looets by cltildran to the

A- t7
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.Fing be rcstricted, thst thc rel bc prot€cfod from developnient, rnd

thrt r progrsm of quarterly monitoring be maintained until these

qucstiors rre eruwired.

groundwater at the water is flowing out of

je grouoA. Based on these factors

and RWQCB have concluded that the concentrations of totd petrolanm

hydrocarbons as motor oil daected in groundwater within the Parcel A

bedrock do not pose a threat to human health or the environment, or require

fu rther investigation, remediation, or groundwater rnonioring.

Respoltsc:

ooncurrence from the EPA

'^L 
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